Misidentifications are a common phenomenon in unfamiliar face processing, but little is known about the underlying cognitive and neural mechanisms. We used the face identity-sensitive N250r component of the event-related brain potential as a measure of identity-sensitive face matching process in visual working memory. Two face images were presented in rapid succession, and participants had to judge whether they showed the same or two different individuals. Identity match and mismatch trials were presented in random sequence. On similar mismatch trials, perceptually similar faces of two different individuals were shown, while two physically distinct faces were presented on dissimilar mismatch trials. Misidentification errors occurred on 40% of all similar mismatch trials. N250r components were elicited not only in response to an identity match, but also on trials with misidentification errors. This misidentification N250r was smaller and emerged later than the N250r to correctly detected identity repetitions. Importantly, N250r components were entirely eliminated on similar mismatch trials where participants correctly reported two different facial identities. Results show that misidentification errors are not primarily a post-perceptual decision-related phenomenon, but are generated during early visual stages of identity-related face processing. Misidentification errors occur when stored representations of a particular individual face in visual working memory are incorrectly activated by a perceptual match with a different face.
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Introduction
The recognition of facial identity is highly relevant in everyday life, where many different faces are encountered, and have to be identified quickly and reliably. To perform this difficult task, the human cognitive system has developed highly specialized face processing structures and mechanisms (Diamond and Carey, 1986; Gauthier et al., 2000 Gauthier et al., , 1999 Schwaninger et al., 2003; Tanaka and Curran, 2001) . Humans are "face experts", and face recognition is believed to be an easy and effortless task. While this may be true for familiar faces, the recognition of unfamiliar faces is surprisingly poor and error-prone (e.g., Bruce, 1982; Burton et al., 1999; Ellis et al., 1979; Patterson and Baddeley, 1977; Terry, 1993 Terry, , 1994 , even in matching tasks with little demands on face memory (e.g., Bindemann et al., 2010; Bruce et al., 1999; Henderson et al., 2001; Megreya et al., 2011; Megreya and Burton, 2006, 2007) .
These performance impairments for unfamiliar faces compared to familiar faces suggest qualitative differences in their perceptual processing or memory storage. The fact that the repeated presentation of familiar faces facilitates familiarity judgments, while no such repetition priming effects are observed for unfamiliar faces (Ellis et al., 1990 (Ellis et al., , 1987 points towards differences in the way that that these two types of faces are represented in memory. In addition, familiar and unfamiliar face processing may already differ during earlier perceptual encoding stages. Visual representations of familiar faces are assumed to be based on robust and flexible structural codes, while unfamiliar face representations may primarily involve superficial pictorial codes (e.g., Hancock et al., 2000; Johnston and Edmonds, 2009) . While pictorial codes contain only image-specific information about a face, structural codes contain those view-invariant visual representations that are crucial for the detection of face identity (e.g., Bruce and Young, 1986 
